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uneasiness in the public mind, I  beg that   you will give  a   prominent
place to the following denial in an early issue:
1.    Pundit Arjun  Lai Shetti was admitted   into   the   Saugor  Jail
on the 19th May 1921.   He was put on twine making from the 13th June
till he came to be admitted into the Jail Hospital for malaria  (not  for
pneumonia) on the 24th September 1921.   He remained in the Hospital
for about a month   and  in   consequence   of the  illness  lost   11   Ibs. in
weight,  of which he has regained  7  Ibs. Ever since his  discharge from
the Hospital, he has been on third-class work in twine making.     I  am
thus able to affirm that he was never made to grind   or  prepare   cords
during his illness.   The allegation that "it was when he was thus pressed
that he had  tendered   an  apology which he withdrew immediately   he
came to his senses"   is a wicked lie and has absolutely no foundation in
fact.   The truth is that, in view of the assurance given by the Govern-
ment in the Provincial Legislative Council on the 2nd August 1921, to
consider  sympathetically  any  apology tendered by  persons  undergoing
prosecution or imprisonment for seditious speeches or offences of  simi-
lar nature, Superintendents of Jails were addressed to communicate the
Governm.cnt attitude to the political prisoners in their charge.   This was
accordingly communicated by the Superintendent, Saugor Jail, to Pundit
Arjun Lai  Shetti on or   about the middle of September 1921.    On the
2nd November 1921 he verbally expressed to the Superintendent his desire
to apologize.   A week after, he said the same thing to the Deputy Com-
missioner of the District when he paid   a visit  to  the  prisoner in Jail.
The Deputy Commissioner  asked him to apply in writing if he really
wished to do so.   The prisoner gave a written apology the next day, i.e.,
on the 10th November 1921, which was forwarded to the Local Govern-
ment in the usual official manner.   The fact of his having tendered  an
apology was well known   and   the interest  taken  by  the  public in this
prisoner's  health   became very great.    On the 21st November 1921 his
son interviewed him and pressed him to  withdraw  his apology.    The
prisoner showed his willingness to do so in presence of his son and was
told by the Superintendent to apply in writing, if he was really serious
to withdraw it.   The prisoner gave the petition to withdraw his apology
two days after, i.e.,  on the 23rd November 1921, and [it] was forward-
ed by the Superintendent to the Local Government.   I would pointedly
draw your attention to the  fact that the prisoner was discharged from
the Hospital on the 17th  October 1921  and he submitted his  apology
on the 10th November 1921, that is, nearly a month after the date of
the discharge from the Hospital.    It will thus appear that the prisoner
was neither   drugged nor   tricked   into   making  an   apology.    On   the
contrary it  required   the moral   influence   of   his friends to make him
withdraw it.